
bass, however, and the Regional Board properly considered such 

past beneficial use of the River. Water Code Section 13241(a). 

4. Contention: Petitioners clai-m that the Regional 

Board did not properly find that the City of Petaluma pollution 

control facilities contribute to water quality problems, including 

discharges of metals and toxicants. 

Finding: The fact that operation of the facilities 

during the summer results in the discharge of nutrients to a 

water body with no assimilative capacity is essentially undis- 

puted by petitioners. The discharge of oxygen-demanding waste 

under such conditions depresses the dissolved oxygen of the 

receiving water. This condition may cause fLsh kills and other 

a water quality problems. We therefore conclude that the Regional 

Board was reasonable in findi.ng that the City's pollution control 

facilities contribute to the River's water quality problems. 

I 5. Contention: Petitioners claim that they were 

precluded from introducing additional evidence at the Regional 

Board hearing on December 18, 1979 and they request a hearing 

before the State Board to present additional evidence. 

Finding: Having reviewed the record in its entirety, 

including tape recordings of both Regional Board hearings in 

this matter, we conclude that petitioners were accorded full 

opportunity to present their views and evidence. Since peti- 

tioners have not provided sufficient explanation as to why 

evidence was not presented to the Regional Board, and -as we find 
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that the Regional Board did not improperly exclude evidence, 

no hearing is required before this Board. 23 Cal. Admin. Code 

Section 2050(b). 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

1. The Regional Board accorded petitioners a full 

opportunity to present evidence at its hearings, and petitioners' 

Statement of Nature of the Evidence and Facts to be 'Presented 

does not contain contested facts or material sufficient to 

warrant a hearing before the State Board. See 23 Cal. Admin. 

Code Sections 2050(b) and 2066(b). 

2. The Regional ,Board acted reasonably in adopting 

waste discharge requirements which prohibit discharge to the 

Petaluma River during the dry weather months, establish a time 

schedule for implementation of the Step 1 recommended agricultural 

reclamation project, and which do not provide for creation of a 

wetlands project with discharge to the Petaluma River. 
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IV. ORDER 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that 

hearing in this,matter is denied. 

petitioners' request for a 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition of Concerned 

Citizens for Agriculture in Sonoma County for review of 

Order No. 79-169 of the California Regional Water Quality 

Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region is denied. 

Dated: N"V2C1980 
.a 

/s/-,Carla M. Bard 
Carla M. Bard, Chairwoman 

/s/ William J. Miller 
William J. Miller, Vice-Chairman 

/s/ L. L. Mitchell 
. L. Mitchell, Member 

/s/ Jill B. Dunlap 
Jill B. Dunlap, Member 

/'s/ F. K,; Ailrjibury 
I’ . K. Aljibury, Member 

-9- 




